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In the light of the above considerations, we find 

that the Regional Board did not err in its adoption of these -I - 

requirements. 

Contention 
. 

The Regional Board has authority to prohibit or limit 

logging and associated activity. 

Discussion and Finding 

The petitioner argues that the Regional Board should 

have prohibited this logging project or required a buffer zone 

(an area where no logging occurs) along the banks of the Creek. 

We have previously stated the purpose and scope of waste dis- 

charge requirements. The discharger is charged with the respon- 

sibility of compliance with requirements. If violations occur, 

a number of enforcement alternatives are available and should 

be utilized by the Regional Board. 
._. ..‘ ” .__ . . .I ._ 

A Regional Board may specifyin waste discharge 

requirements certain conditions or areas where the discharge. 

of waste will not be permitted, This was done in Order 

No. 75-53 by the following prohibitions: 

"B. PROHIBITIQNS: 
_ 

1. The discharger shall not discharge soil, silt, 
slash, sawdust or other organic and earthen 
material from any logging, construction or 
associated activity of whatever nature into 
Triplett Gulch or tributaries thereto, in 
quantities deleterious to fish, wildlife or 
other beneficial uses. 

2. The discharger shall not place or dispose of 
soil, silt, bark, slash, sawdust or other organic 
and earthen material from any logging, construc- 
tion or associated activity of whatevernature at 
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locations where such materials could pass into 
Triplett Gulch or tributaries thereto, in quantities 
which would be deleterious to fish, wildlife or 
other beneficial uses. I 

* 

3. The discharge of any oil or grease to Triplett 
Gulch or its tributaries is prohibited." 

These prohibitions are set out in the Water Quality 

Control Plan, North Coast Basin. In addition, the Timber 

Harvest Plan contains certain mitigation measures for watershed 

and stream protection; however, not all of the Regional Board 

staff recommendations were included in such measures. (See 

letter to George Grogan, Deputy State Forester, dated April 7, 

1975.) The map attached to Order No. 75-53 indicates that while 

tractors will not operate on slopes greater than 40 percent or 

closer than 200 feet to the Creek within the coastal permit - _ 

zone, only 50 feet will be observed outside the permit zone. .-_--.x~.~~~..ivI -.- *. . __ . ..- L _. 

Contention 

The State Board must require an Environmental Impact 

Report prior to issuance of waste discharge requirements. 

Discussion and Finding 

Chapter 3, Division 6, Title 14, California Administra- ’ 

tive Code, contains.Guidelines for Implementation of the Cali- 

fornia Environmental Quality Act of 1970. Sections 15101 to 

15112 contain criteria for categorically exempt projects. 

Adoption of waste discharge requirements is- specifically an 

exempt project. (See Section 2714(d)(l), Subchapter 17, Chap- 

ter 3, Title 2j, California Administrative Code.) 
. . . . 



Consequently, neither the Regional nor the State Board 

was obligated to require an EIR prior to issuance of waste dis- 

charge requirements. We find petitioner's contention to be 

without merit. 
L 

III. CONCLUSIONS 

After review 

the contentions of the 

of the record, and consideration of all 

petitioner and for the reasons discussed - 

in this order, the State Board concludes that the action of the 

Regional Board in adopting Order No. 75-53 was appropriate and 

proper. 


